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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Virginia Code §9.1-184 establishes the Virginia Center for School Safety (VCSS) and specifies its duties.
According to this legislation, one of the mandated responsibilities of the VCSS is to:

“Provide training for Virginia public school personnel in school safety...”

To identify safety training that school staff believe would be most helpful to them, the Evaluation Unit of
the Department of Criminal Justice Services conducted a survey of staff at selected public schools in
Virginia. The survey also assessed staff awareness of school policies and procedures on school safety,
specified methods of training most likely to be accessed by school personnel, and identified printed
resource materials and other issues that school staff would most like the VCSS to address. Administrators,
full-time teachers, and counselors from secondary, middle, and alternative schools representing each
of the eight school regions in Virginia completed a total of 1,758 surveys. Most respondents were female
teachers, and over one-half of the respondents had worked in Virginia’s public school system for over ten
years.

To guide the VCSS in providing technical assistance and resources, the survey asked about safety-
related school policies. At least three-quarters of respondents reported that policies existed to cover
access to schools, crisis management, lockdown/evacuation procedures, removing disruptive students,
diffusing disruptive and assaultive students, and search and seizure. In general, less than half of respon-
dents said that existing safety policies were completely comprehensive. One-third or more did not know if
their schools had policies covering drug testing of students, the school safety audit, loss prevention/
inventory control, and vandalism/graffiti control. Almost half of respondents said that their schools did
not have policies related to security equipment.

Because one of the functions of the VCSS is to offer training, the survey also asked respondents to rate
how helpful specific training topics would be to them. Staff reported that training in all specific safety
topics would be helpful, with training to improve their own personal safety rated as the most helpful
general category. Respondents rated the following specific training topics as most helpful:

¢ identifying students in need of special services or assistance,

methods for diffusing disruptive and assaultive students,
¢ identifying students at-risk for violent behavior,
¢ identifying and avoiding at-risk situations, and

* intervening with angry/abusive families.

Most staff reported that they preferred to attend training on their school campuses rather than off-
campus; almost half said they would use training videos; and almost one-third reported that they would
use printed information and access the Internet for training. Respondents specified most often that printed
resources on the legal rights and liabilities of teachers would be helpful. They also most frequently asked
the VCSS to clarify the roles, responsibilities, and staffing needs of School Resource Officers (SROs). In
addition, when asked about School Resource Officers and School Security Officers, respondents generally
reported that these officers had positive impacts on school safety.



Based on the findings outlined in this report, the DCJS Evaluation Unit suggests that the following
recommendations be considered.

1. Inaddition to student safety, the VCSS should also consider providing training to address
staff safety issues.

2. The VCSS should consider providing training to school staff on their school campuses.
Additional training formats could include videos, printed resources, and the VCSS
Internet website.

3. The VCSS should consider reviewing existing school policies, identifying “best practice”
policies, and providing training on these safety policies to school personnel, particularly
newly-hired staff.

4. The VCSS should consider developing and providing training and/or resources to improve
communication among school staff regarding school safety.

5. The VCSS should consider developing and providing training to clarify the roles and
responsibilities of School Resource Officers (SROs) and School Security Officers.



STUDY RATIONALE

The Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS), Virginia Center for School Safety (VCSS) met with
the DCJS Evaluation Unit to request an assessment of the training needs of staff in Virginia’s public schools.
The intent of the assessment was to provide information to guide training strategies and resource devel-
opment by the VCSS. This report is submitted to the VCSS in response to its request.

INTRODUCTION

With the passage of HB 391(§9-173.21) in April 2000, the Virginia General Assembly established the
Virginia Center for School Safety (VCSS) within the Department of Criminal Justice Services. Effective
October 2001, this legislation was replaced with §9.1-184 (see Appendix A). The VCSS is staffed by a direc-
tor and a youth safety specialist, with a mission to provide resources, training, data collection, and
information on effective school safety initiatives to localities.

Legislation directs the VCSS to “...provide training for Virginia public school personnel in school safety;
...serve as a resource and referral center for Virginia school divisions; and ... provide technical assistance
to Virginia school divisions.” To help guide the use of limited available resources, the VCSS met with the
Evaluation Unit to discuss how best to collect information from those people most directly involved with
issues of school safety. A survey was constructed and distributed to the school administrators, teachers
and counselors who would be the primary target of initial trainings provided by the VCSS.

This survey assessed the topics of training that school staff believed would be most helpful to them. In
addition, the questions assessed staff awareness of school policies and personnel that impact school
safety, specified methods of training most likely to be accessed by school personnel, and identified printed
resource materials and other issues that school staff would most like the VCSS to address. An accurate
assessment of training needs for school personnel is an important step towards guiding the types and
quality of services provided by the VCSS.

METHODOLOGY

Guided by discussions between the VCSS and the Evaluation Unit, a written survey instrument and
sampling methodology were developed. The survey was pre-tested at one secondary and one middle school,
and was revised accordingly. Virginia is geographically divided into eight school regions and at least one
locality in each school region was included in the sample. As Figure 1 illustrates, sample schools are
located in various geographical areas of Virginia. In addition, sample localities represent the statewide
composition of small, medium, and large populations as well as the ethnic characteristics within their
school regions. Survey respondents included full-time administrators, teachers, and guidance counselors
in secondary, middle, and alternative schools in each sample locality.

To solicit cooperation and participation in the assessment, the survey instrument was faxed to each
locality’s superintendent with an explanatory letter. Superintendents then specified the number of sur-
veys to be distributed at each school. Principals were responsible for distributing surveys to appropriate
staff members (see Appendix B for a list of participating schools and principals). Respondents remained
anonymous by sealing their completed surveys in envelopes, which were then returned to the Evaluation
Unit for processing (see Appendix C for survey instrument).



FIGURE 1

VCSS TRAINING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

SAMPLE LOCALITIES

SCHOOL LOCALITY POPULATION

REGION SIZE
1 Goochland Co. 12,001 to 25,000
2 Newport News City 100,001 or more
3 Mathews Co. up to 12,000
3 Westmoreland Co. 12,001 to 25,000
4 Manassas City 25,001 to 100,000
5 Rockingham Co. 25,001 to 100,000
6 Montgomery Co. 25,001 to 100,000
6 Salem City 12,001 to 25,000
7 Wise Co. 25,001 to 100,000
8 Amelia Co. up to 12,000
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FINDINGS

Characteristics of Respondents

Responses were summarized across all survey participants as well as by respondent type (administra-
tor, teacher, and guidance counselor). A review of data by locality revealed no notable differences; therefore,
findings are aggregated across localities for this report.

One-half of the total 3,539 surveys sent to schools were completed and returned to the Evaluation Unit
by December 2000, for a total of 1,758 completed surveys. Surveys were returned from at least one school
at each level (secondary, middle, and alternative) from each sample locality, with almost 60% of the com-
pleted surveys representing secondary schools. As shown in Figure 2, alternative schools returned 68% of
the surveys that were sent to them, secondary schools returned 55%, and middle schools returned 42%.



FIGURE 2

NUMBER OF SURVEYS SENT AND RETURNED, BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
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When grouped by population size, sample localities returned comparable percentages of the surveys
they received, with the largest population locality returning surveys at a slightly lower proportion (see
Table 1).

Table 1: Surveys Returned by Population Group of Sample Localities

# of surveys # of surveys Rate of survey
Population size sent returned return
Up to 12,000 165 99 60%
12,001 to 25,000 354 208 59%
25,001 to 100,000 1,706 938 55%
100,001 or more 1,314 513 39%
TOTAL 3,539 1,758 50%

Ninety-one percent of the surveys were completed by teachers, including 12% who identified themselves
as special education teachers. Six percent of the surveys returned were completed by administrators, with
the remaining 4% of respondents identifying themselves as guidance counselors. By gender, 68% of respon-
dents were females and 32% were males.



More than half of all respondents (55%) had been employed in Virginia’s public school system for over
ten years. Sixteen percent of total respondents said they had worked less than two years, 14% between
two and five years, and 15% between five and ten years. By type of position, however, Figure 3 shows that
administrators and guidance counselors more frequently reported being employed over ten years, com-
pared with teachers.

FIGURE 3

RESPONDENTS’ LENGTH OF TIME EMPLOYED IN VIRGINIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM, BY TYPE OF
PosiTION

Years Employed
I TEACHERS (n=1,591)
Up to 2 years I GUIDANCE (n=68)
B ADMINISTRATORS (n=99)
More than 2

up to 5 years

More than 5
up to 10 years

More than
10 years
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School Safety Policies

The first section of the survey asked respondents to indicate if their schools had policies to address a
list of safety-related topics, such as a crisis management plan or drug testing of students. The purpose of
this question was to assess the perceptions and awareness of respondents, not to verify the actual exist-
ence of safety policies. The percentages of respondents who said their school had an existing safety policy
ranged from 24% for drug testing of students to 90% for controlling access to schools (see Table 2). More
than three-quarters of the respondents reported that their schools had policies to address:

e access control,

e crisis management,

¢ lockdown/evacuation,

¢ removing disruptive students,

e diffusing disruptive and assaultive students, and

e search and seizure.

Almost half of the respondents reported their schools did not have policies on security equipment. In
addition, approximately one-third or more of the respondents said they did not know if policies existed to
cover drug testing of students, the school safety audit, loss prevention/inventory control, and vandalism/
graffiti control.

Table 2: Perceptions of Whether School Safety Policies Exist

Topic % Yes % No % Don’t know % Missing
Access control 90% 3% 5% 1%
Crisis management plan 87% 1% 11% 1%
Lockdown/evacuation 86% 2% 10% 2%
Removing disruptive students 86% 5% 7% 2%
Diffusing disruptive and assaultive students 79% 4% 16% 1%
Search and seizure 8% 1% 19% 2%
Computer/database security 61% % 29% 2%
Re-integrating disruptive students back to class 59% 17% 22% 2%
School safety audit 56% 2% 39% 3%
Vandalism/graffiti control 55% 11% 32% 3%
Loss prevention/inventory control 51% 9% 37% 3%
Security equipment 38% 48% 12% 2%
Drug testing of students 24% 28% 45% 3%

Note: In Manassas, teachers and counselors did not answer questions about school policies; therefore, the total
number of respondents was 1,589 for policy questions.



Teachers and guidance counselors were more likely than administrators to say they did not know if
policies existed (see Figure 4). For example, almost one-half of responding teachers said they did not know
if their schools had policies covering drug testing of students, compared to 4% of responding administra-
tors. In addition, staff employed less than two years more often said that they did not know if a policy
existed compared with staff employed more than ten years. These findings may indicate that teachers and
new staff would benefit from training of existing safety-related policies.

FIGURE 4

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO DID NOT KNOW IF POLICIES EXISTED, BY TYPE OF POSITION

Access control
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Respondents who said that policies did exist also indicated how thoroughly they believed the policies
addressed the safety issues, with ratings of “completely comprehensive,” “somewhat comprehensive,” or
“not at all comprehensive.” Although only a few of these respondents reported that existing safety policies
were not at all comprehensive, no more than 57% reported that any of the specific policies listed on the
survey were completely comprehensive (see Table 3). When comparing average ratings (ranging from “1”
for completely comprehensive to “3” for not at all comprehensive), respondents reported that policies
related to access control, removing and reintegrating disruptive students, loss prevention/inventory con-
trol, and diffusing disruptive and assaultive students were less comprehensive compared to other
safety-related policies.

Table 3: Perceptions of How Thoroughly Policies Address Safety Issues

#“Yes” |Avg. rating| % Completely % Somewhat % Notatall % Don’t

have existing| of how | comprehensive comprehensive comprehensive know/

Topic policy thorough (scale=1) (scale=2) (scale=3) missing
School safety audit 895 1.31 56% 25% <1% 19%
Crisis management plan 1,381 1.36 55% 29% 1% 16%
Lockdown/evacuation 1,374 1.36 57% 29% 2% 13%
Search and seizure 1,234 1.40 48% 30% 1% 22%
Computer/database security 974 1.48 46% 37% 2% 15%
Vandalism/graffiti control 876 1.53 42% 40% 3% 15%
Drug testing of students 381 1.55 37% 35% 3% 25%
Security equipment 604 1.55 41% 41% 2% 15%
Diffusing disruptive and assaultive students 1,251 1.56 40% 42% 2% 15%
Loss prevention/inventory control 814 1.58 38% 47% 2% 13%
Removing disruptive students 1,359 1.59 41% 43% 5% 11%
Re-integrating disruptive students back to class 939 1.60 40% 43% 4% 13%
Access control 1,434 1.63 37% 50% 3% 10%

Note: In Manassas, only administrators answered questions about school policies.

The survey also asked respondents to identify any school safety issues that were not covered by exist-
ing policies or procedures. Sixty-four staff members responded to this question. Some comments
emphasized the need to improve and/or consistently enforce existing policies; other comments highlighted
the need for improved communication and support between administration and teachers. The most fre-
quent suggestions for new policies included making improvements to classrooms for teacher safety (such
as installing emergency buzzers, phones, or other notification equipment). Long-term school staff accounted
for almost 60% of the respondents to this question and most frequently noted the need for improved
teacher safety as well as improved access control to schools.
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School Safety Training Needs by Topic

According to the mission of the VCSS, one of its primary functions is to offer safety-related training. To
address this responsibility, the research team reviewed school safety literature and compiled a list of possible
training topics to present on the survey, including issues such as identifying weapons and drugs, dealing with
bullying, school crime and violence data collection, search and seizure law, reducing staff victimization, and
responding to critical incidents. Respondents were asked to rate how helpful it would be for them to receive
training on each individual topic. The degree of helpfulness ranged from “extremely helpful” (value of 1) to “not
at all helpful” (value of 5). Appendix D contains a complete table of responses by individual safety topic.

Researchers then evaluated how respondents prioritized the helpfulness of topics in two ways. First,
those topics rated “extremely helpful” or “very helpful” by most respondents were considered as high
priorities. At least 70% of the respondents reported that training would be “extremely” or “very” helpful
for each individual topic shown in Figure 5.

FIGURE 5

HIGHEST PRIORITY TOPICS BY PERCENTAGES OF ALL RESPONDENTS
WHO RATED THEM AS EXTREMELY OR VERY HELPFUL

Il EXTREMELY HELPFUL
I VERY HELPFUL

Identifying students in need of

o, )
special services or assistance 40% 39%
Methods for diffusing disruptive o o
and assaultive students 41% 37%
Identifying students at-risk o o
for violent behavior 38% 39%
Identifying and o o
avoiding at-risk situations 35% 41%
Intervening with angry/
abusive families 37% 38%

Recognizing signs and
symptoms of drug use

Responding to medical
emergencies, first aid, CPR

Reducing truancy
and dropout rates

Reducing staff
victimization

Legal rights
of juveniles

Recognizing and
dealing with bullying

0 50% 100%




On the survey, individual topics were further grouped into the six general category headings shown in
Figure 6. More respondents said that training in personal safety of staff would be “extremely” or “very
helpful” compared with the other general categories.

FIGURE 6

PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS BY HELPFULNESS RATINGS
OF GENERAL SAFETY-RELATED TRAINING CATEGORIES

M Extremely/very helpful
M Somewhat helpful
Il Not helpful

Personal Safety of Staff
Student-Focused Topics

Legal & Constitutional
Issues

Crime Prevention

Critical Incident Response

Crime Reporting

Another method used to prioritize helpfulness is to compare the average ratings by training topics.
Specifically, responses of “extremely helpful” were scored with a value of “1” while responses of “not at all
helpful” were scored with a value of “5.” Therefore, average ratings closest to the value of “1” may be
considered high priorities for respondents. Analysis of average ratings reiterated the respondents’ train-
ing priorities as indicated above.

Average ratings indicate that training would be at least somewhat helpful in all individual training topics.
Respondents considered that training in identifying students who are at-risk for violent behavior, methods for
diffusing disruptive and assaultive students, identifying students in need of special services or assistance,
and intervening with angry/abusive families would be the highest priorities (with 1.9 average ratings on a scale
where 1.0 indicates “extremely helpful”). Also by average rating, respondents reported that training in the
following topics would be the lowest priorities: using technology to improve school crime and violence
data collection, improving safety by modifying school facility design, using technology to improve school
safety and security, and clarifying the roles of community response teams (see Appendix D).

When comparing average ratings of individual training topics by position of respondent, administra-
tors rated each training topic as more helpful when compared with teachers. In addition, guidance
counselors rated some topics (law-related education, reducing truancy and dropout rates, recognizing
and dealing with bullying and sexual harassment, juvenile court procedures, intervening with angry
families, and responding to and providing follow-up after critical incidents) as more helpful compared
with teachers. Findings did not reveal notable differences when comparing new and long-term staff.
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The survey also asked respondents to suggest any other training topics that would be helpful to them.
Eighty-two respondents (5% of total) identified additional training topics. When grouped by the six gen-
eral category headings previously identified, most of the “write-in” suggestions for training related to
student-focused training, followed by crime prevention, and staff safety. The most frequent suggestions of
specific topics not already on the survey list of training topics included:

e the legal rights and liabilities of teachers and administrators,
e self-defense for staff, and

e cultural sensitivity/awareness.

Formats for Training

To determine how to most effectively deliver training to school staff, the survey listed seven training
formats and asked respondents to indicate the three methods they would be most likely to attend or
access. As shown in Figure 7, almost two-thirds of the respondents preferred trainings that take place at
their schools, either with full- or half-day trainings (64% of all respondents) or as short presentations at
staff meetings (61%). Almost half (48%) said they would use videos, and almost one-third indicated that
they would be likely to use printed materials or a website (32% and 31%, respectively). Respondents would
be least likely to attend training held away from their schools (28%) or multi-day/multi-topic training (17%).
Although not indicated in Figure 7, more than half of the administrators and guidance counselors would be
likely to attend trainings that take place away from their schools compared with 26% of teachers.

Twenty-nine respondents (2% of total) noted another type of training format they would be likely to use.
Some stated that trainings should be held only during school hours while others said they would attend
summer, evening, or Professional Development Institute workshops.

FIGURE 7

PERCENTAGE OF ALL RESPONDENTS BY PREFERRED TRAINING FORMATS*

Full or half day in-school

At staff meetings

Video

Printed information

Website

Training outside of school

Multi-day/maulti-topics

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 |
0 10 % 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

* Respondents could choose up to three types of training.




Printed Materials Requested and Other Issues

Legislation also directs the VCSS to serve as a resource and referral center for Virginia’s schools. The
survey asked respondents to describe specific printed resources that would be useful to them. Although
the number of respondents to this question (7% of total) was small, the most common requests were for
printed materials on the specific subjects as shown in Figure 8.

Some of the less frequent suggestions included printed information on the occult and witchcraft, FBI
statistics, helping juveniles deal with grief and loss, and specific tornado procedures for the classroom
setting.

FIGURE 8

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY TOPIC OF PRINTED RESOURCE REQUESTED

Legal rights & liabilities of teachers 18
How to deal with assaultive/violent/abusive/disruptive students 16
Laws related to school safety 16
Drug terminology and signs of use 15
Bullying 10
Legal rights of students 9

The survey also asked respondents to indicate any other issues that they would like the VCSS to address.
Six percent of the respondents identified a topic or area of concern that was not previously addressed in
other parts of the survey. The most common of these responses are below.

* Roles, responsibilities, and staffing needs of School Resource Officers (SROs) should be clarified. (23
respondents)

e Support and communication between administration and staff should be improved. (14 respondents)
* There should be consistent consequences for student behaviors. (8 respondents)

A few respondents requested that the VCSS address issues related to drug-sniffing dogs on campuses;
structural safety of classrooms (such as wiring, overhanging cabinets, chemicals in the classroom); and
screenings to prevent the spread of disease. Two additional issues—(1) dealing with disruptive and
assaultive students and (2) substance abuse—were addressed in previous sections of the survey but were
also reiterated as responses to this question. In other parts of the survey, respondents rated these topics
as priorities for training, requested printed materials on these issues, and said that existing policies cov-
ering these issues were less comprehensive compared with some of the other safety policies.

13
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School Resource Officers (SROs) and School Security Officers

Finally, respondents were asked whether or not their schools had at least one full-time School Resource
Officer (SRO) or full-time School Security Officer. They were also asked about the impact that these officers
had on safety at their schools (see Table 4). An SRO is a law enforcement officer assigned to work at a
particular school or schools as his/her “beat” while a School Security Officer is a school employee with
school security responsibilities. The purpose of this question was primarily to assess respondents’ under-
standing of who SROs and School Security Officers are and their impact on school safety.

Table 4: Perceived Presence and Impact of Full-time SROs and Security Officers at Schools

%
Responding If school has an officer, perceived impact
Type of Officer thellqtas;c;f ol % Very % Fairly % No % Negative %
officer Positive Impact ~ Positive Impact Impact Impact Missing
School Resource Officer (SRO) 3% 52% 25% 6% 1% 17%
School Security Officer 44% 47% 25% 8% 1% 19%

As shown above, the majority of respondents (73%) indicated that there is a full-time SRO at their
schools, with 77% of these respondents rating the impact of the SROs on school safety as positive. How-
ever, 6% of respondents said they did not know if their schools had an SRO. Fewer respondents (44%)
indicated that there was a full-time School Security Officer at their schools, but most of these respondents
also reported that the officers had a positive impact on school safety.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At the request of the Virginia Center for School Safety (VCSS), the DCIJS Evaluation Unit completed an
assessment to evaluate training needs in Virginia’s public schools for safety-related topics. A written sur-
vey was anonymously completed by administrators, full-time teachers, and guidance counselors in public
secondary, middle, and alternative schools in ten sample localities. The survey identified safety training
that school staff would find most helpful to them, assessed staff awareness of school policies and personnel
that affect school safety, identified methods of training most likely to be accessed by school personnel, and
identified specific printed resource materials and other issues that school staff would like the VCSS to address.

Respondents returned 1,758 surveys. Most respondents were female teachers. Over one-half of the
respondents had worked in Virginia’s public school system for over ten years. To guide the VCSS in provid-
ing technical assistance and resources, the survey asked school staff to identify current safety-related
policies. Most respondents reported that policies existed to cover access to schools, crisis management,
lockdown/evacuation procedures, removing disruptive students, diffusing disruptive and assaultive students,
and search and seizure. No more than 57% of these respondents rated existing safety-related policies as
completely comprehensive. Almost half said that their schools did not have a policy regarding security
equipment. One-third or more did not know if their schools had policies covering drug testing of students,
the school safety audit, loss prevention/inventory control, and vandalism/graffiti control.

To guide the VCSS in its training responsibilities, the survey asked respondents to rate the helpfulness
of safety-related training topics. Staff reported that training to improve their personal safety would be the
most helpful general category of safety training. While respondents said that training in all specific safety
topics would be at least somewhat helpful, they ranked the following individual training topics as high
priorities:

¢ identifying students in need of special services or assistance,
* methods for diffusing disruptive and assaultive students,

¢ identifying students at-risk for violent behavior,

¢ identifying and avoiding at-risk situations,

e intervening with angry/abusive families,

* recognizing signs and symptoms of drug use,

* responding to medical emergencies,

¢ reducing truancy and dropout rates,

e reducing staff victimization,

legal rights of juveniles, and
e recognizing and dealing with bullying.

Most staff reported that they would prefer to attend training on their school campuses rather than off-
campus. Almost one-third also reported that they would use printed information and access the VCSS
website for training. Respondents asked most frequently for printed resources on the legal rights and
liabilities of teachers. While some respondents asked for clarification of the roles, responsibilities, and
staffing needs of SROs, respondents generally rated the impact of SROs and School Security Officers as
positive.

15
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Based on the findings outlined in this report, the Evaluation Unit of the Department of Criminal Justice

Services, Research Center suggests that the following recommendations be considered.

1.

In addition to student safety, the VCSS should also consider providing training to address
staff safety issues.

Staff reported that training in all safety-related topics would be helpful to them. However, they rated
training to improve their personal safety as the most important general category of training. These
topics could include intervening with abusive families, disruptive students, and potentially violent
situations; as well as reducing staff victimization. In addition, respondents most frequently requested
printed information on the rights and liabilities of teachers.

The VCSS should consider providing training to school staff on their school campuses.
Additional training formats could include videos, printed resources, and the VCSS
Internet website.

Based on the finding that almost two-thirds of respondents preferred that trainings take place at their
schools, the VCSS should consider most effectively using resources by providing training on school
campuses. On-site training opportunities may maximize participation due to convenience and lower
travel costs. However, almost one-half of respondents reported that they would use videos, and almost
one-third said they would use printed resources and the Internet for training. This finding suggests that
continued publicity and improvement of the VCSS website could enhance utilization of the Center as a
resource for school staff. Use of technological training methods, when feasible, might also reduce expen-
ditures needed for on-site or regional training.

The VCSS should consider reviewing existing school policies, identifying “best practice”
policies, and providing training on these safety policies to school personnel, particularly
newly-hired staff.

Many survey respondents reported that a number of existing school policies did not completely
address safety-related issues. In addition, many school staff, especially those employed less than two
years, reported that they did not know if their schools had safety policies. Therefore, the VCSS should
consider reviewing existing school policies to identify “best practice” policies and, subsequently, train
school personnel, especially newly-hired staff, on these model policies. Written descriptions of model
policies could also be provided at VCSS trainings.

The VCSS should consider developing and providing training and/or resources to
improve communication among school staff regarding school safety.

Findings indicated that communication regarding school safety could be improved. Not all staff were
aware of existing safety policies or the presence of security officers in the school, and some respon-
dents cited improved communication and support between administration and staff as an area that
the VCSS should address.The VCSS should consider identifying existing protocols for effective com-
munication about school safety issues and providing training on these protocols. This could include
developing and/or providing reference materials on safety-related policies and procedures, as well as
guidance documents to prompt useful communication exchanges. These materials and documents
should be made readily available to all staff, particularly to new staff as part of orientation training.



5. The VCSS should consider developing and providing training to clarify the roles and
responsibilities of School Resource Officers (SROs) and School Security Officers.

A majority of respondents reported that their schools did have SROs and that the SROs had positive
impacts on school safety. In addition, those respondents who reported having a School Security Officer
also rated the impact of these officers as positive. However, some respondents noted that they did not
know if an SRO or a School Security Officer was assigned to their schools; some asked for clarification
of the roles and responsibilities of these officers. Because SROs and School Security Officers can be
resources for safety and security guidance in general as well as in crisis situations, it is important for
school staff to be familiar with the roles and responsibilities of these officers.

SUMMARY

Respondents to a survey of school staff in Virginia’s secondary, middle, and alternative public schools
reported that training in the following safety-related topics would be the most helpful to them: identifying
students in need of special services or assistance, methods for diffusing disruptive and assaultive students,
identifying students at-risk for violent behavior, identifying and avoiding at-risk situations, and interven-
ing with angry/abusive families. Respondents also varied in their awareness and assessment of safety-related
school policies. Recommendations of this report focus on the safety-related issues and training formats
requested by respondents and may be useful to guide future activities and resources of the Virginia Center
for School Safety.
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APPENDIX A

LEGISLATION ESTABLISHING THE VIRGINIA CENTER FOR SCHOOL SAFETY
§ 9.1-184. (Effective October 1, 2001) Virginia Center for School Safety created; duties.
(replaces § 9-173.21)

A.

From such funds as may be appropriated, the Virginia Center for School Safety (the “Center”) is hereby
established within the Department. The Center shall:

L.

Provide training for Virginia public school personnel in school safety and the effective identification
of students who may be at risk for violent behavior and in need of special services or assistance;

. Serve as a resource and referral center for Virginia school divisions by conducting research, spon-

soring workshops, and providing information regarding current school safety concerns, such as
conflict management and peer mediation, school facility design and technology, current state and
federal statutory and regulatory school safety requirements, and legal and constitutional issues
regarding school safety and individual rights;

Maintain and disseminate information to local school divisions on effective school safety initia-
tives in Virginia and across the nation;

. Collect, analyze, and disseminate various Virginia school safety data, including school safety audit

information submitted to it pursuant to § 22.1-279.8, collected by the Department;

Encourage the development of partnerships between the public and private sectors to promote
school safety in Virginia;

Provide technical assistance to Virginia school divisions in the development and implementation
of initiatives promoting school safety; and

Develop a memorandum of understanding between the Commissioner of the Department of Crimi-
nal Justice Services and the Superintendent of Public Instruction to ensure collaboration and
coordination of roles and responsibilities in areas of mutual concern, such as school safety audits
and crime prevention.

All agencies of the Commonwealth shall cooperate with the Center and, upon request, assist the
Center in the performance of its duties and responsibilities.

(2000, c. 519, § 9-173.21; 2001, cc. 436, 440, 844.)
(This title is effective October 1, 2001.)
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Elkton Middle

Broadway High

Dayton Learning Center
Montevideo Middle

Wilbur S. Pence Middle

Spotswood High

Salem Superintendent

Andrew Lewis Middle

Salem High

Salem Alternative Education Program

Westmoreland County Superintendent
Washington & Lee High
Montross Middle

Wise County Superintendent
Powell Valley High

Coeburn Middle

Coeburn High

Wise County Vo -Tech Center
Appalachia High

Pound High

L. F. Addington Middle

St. Paul High

J. J. Kelly High

Wise Alternative Education Center
Powell Valley Middle



APPENDIX C

VIRGINIA CENTER FOR SCHOOL SAFETY TRAINING NEEDS SURVEY

HIAO OV NINL ASVA'Td

*SaNSSI 3Y) IQLIISIP 3sed[d ‘saanpadoad/sardijod SUNSTXS Aq PIIIA0D JOU SINSSI )9S [00YIs AUk dIe 313Y) J|

KLnda3s aseqeyep/1anduio)

(330 ‘3104 s _19y283) ‘danpadoid ‘A1pe3a)) spuapnjs Jo 3unsay sniq

101ABY2Qq 9AdNISIP J10J [EAOWA.I I3} SSED 0} YIB(q SHUIPN)S SUPBIZNUI-IY

SISSB[D WO S)udPn)s IANdNISIp SUIAOUIAX SIIYILI,

[0)u0d A10judAul/UONUIAId SSO]

(*939 ‘s10)9339p [B)oUW ‘seIduied ue[[dAIns) Judwdinbs £)rinddg

[013U0D eI WSIepuEA

s)uapn)s sAn[nesse pue aAndnasip Sursngyiq

Kd1j0d uonzendILA/UMOPYIOT

sainpadoad 31nz1dg pue Yo.Iedg

(*339 ‘[o1yu0d L3y ‘sndured pasopd ‘[0.1)u0d 10JISIA *5°3) [01IU0D SSINY

1pny K19Jes (0075

u¥|J JUIWIITBURYA SISLI)

- el en| | S| |8

Mouy
1Luoq

o joN | WYMaUI0S

dja121dwo)

(o1doy yxou 01
dnys) mouy 1,uoq

(ordoy pou
0 drys) oN

s24

(3suodsaa auo }2ay)H
(o1doy 12 fvs s1yr

ssaippv Oijod ayp saop AjySnosoy; moy “a°1)

JKarjod s1y) st aarsuayaaduiod moy ‘saf Ji

sad

0} S1y) uo

Ad110d ® 3ARY [00Y2S AnOA sdoq

adog Ao1j0q A1afng

*s1 £a1j0d ) dAISHIYAIdw0d Moy el “Sad J1 pue ‘pajsiy o1do) ay) ssaappe 03 Ad1jod € sey [00gds anok
J1 3yeorpui ased[d )saig *(*939 ‘010D I0JISIA ‘UB]J JUIUIISBUEIA] SISLID) € “33) L)9)es [0oyds )oedull saanpadoad pue sanijod jooyds Auepy q

SIBIL ()] uey) IO
sa1eak (] 0) dn saeak g uey) IO\
s1eaf G 0} dn saeak 7 uey) IO
siedk z oy dn

wAYSAS [ooyas dnpqnd s eruidaiA ul pasojduid uadq nok ey Suof MO ‘g

BN Jewdy  ;J9puds .anok SI JeYA\

uonednpy [eradg — 19Ydea],
uonedINpy IBN3IY — J9YILI,
Jojensmuuipy

Juonisod Jua.1and anok s JBYAA

D
Ajads a0

'V

JNOA INVHL 19)ud)) Yd1edsay Y3 0) APIAIIp sddo[Aud pajeas [[e
paesio] s oym ‘[edurid anok 0) adofoAua ay) uanjal pue 3do[aAud SrO,, B Ul A3AINS p3)o[durod .InoL [eds Ised]d "I93ud)) A1) 0} Pueping
ap1aoad [[Im £3A.uns s1y) 0) sasuodsal anox °£jdjes [00yds daoaduir JIY)INJ pInod jey) spIdu surured) AJHRuUaIpl £)3Jes [00YdS J0J I)UI) BIUISIIA
P3jeatd Amou 9y djay 0) SI0)eIISIUTUIPE [00YIS PUE SIIYIEI) SUILIAINS SI SIIAIIG DNSNL [eUIWLI)) Jo Juduntedd( Y} e INUI)D) YIILISY YL

ATAYNS SATAN ONINIVIL ALTAVS TOOHOIS 04 HALNHD VINIOYUIA

21



VIRGINIA CENTER FOR SCHOOL SAFETY TRAINING NEEDS SURVEY (Cont.)

:91doj pasndoj-juapnys 1ayjo Aue AJadg

UONBIPIW JIIJuod/uoneipdwt 133d Jo spoydy ‘S|

("33 “[epidoIns ‘ssa[ouIoy ‘SAEMBUNI “9JUI[OIA JNJSIWOP “OSNQE/)II[32U JO SWIIIA 9q AeW
OYM S)UIPN)S) IDUE)SISSE A0 SIINAIIS [BIIIS Jo pIau ul 1e oyMm S)uapn)s SuIAJHuapy “pi

Sul0)wN ‘€1

sajea ynodoap juapnys pue Aouend) SuNpRY ‘71

judmISseIRY [BNXIS YPIM Suljedp pue 3uIziugoddNy ‘1|

SurA[nq yym Suieap pue 3uiziugodxdy ‘|

ONINIVYI AdASN1I0A-INAANLS

:91d03 wonudAdId JmWILId 430 Aue AJ1dadg

(*939 ‘s10)2939p
[e)oUl ‘SEIIUIED DUE[I9AINS) AJLINIIS pue A)dJes [00yds daoxdut 0) A3ojouydd) Suis) *¢

[(EIE)
‘Surdeaspue ‘Apiqisia ‘Sunysiy) usisap Liproey jooyds Suiyipow £q K)oyes Suiroadwy g

SaNIANOE 3ued pue SdONSLIdILILYd uesd SuIJudapy °L

asn Snup jo smoydwmAs pue susis ay) Surziu3039y ‘9

sdnap Suidiuapy ‘s

suodeom-uou pue sayife-yoof uodeam sa suodeam Suikynuapy p

(JuowaSeurw ssaa)s ‘[01U0d JIZuE
‘udwddeuru PIYUOd ‘[Pul) SHUIPNYS IANNesse pue IApdnasip Sursngip 10 SPOYRA °€

(syeaayy payeniur
-JUIPN)S JO JUIUISSISSE *[oUl) J0IABYI( JUI[OIA J0J YSLI JB I8 0YM S)udpn)s 3uiAJyuapy ‘7

uonedINPY pIjeY Me ‘|

NOIINAATYd AWITHD

mfdpay
11w v JoN

mfdjay
a4 joN

mjdjay
wymawog

mfdpoy
d124

mjfdjay
Ajwaapxsy

491d0) s1y) uo Sururer) 3A19334 0) 3q )1 pnom [nyd[ey Moy

(3suodsax auo yday))

ordoy Suruivay

*s31d0) SuIMO[[0] 3Y) U0 FululeI) A1 0} NOK 10J aq p[nom 1 [njdjay Moy )81 ISBd|J
*Bulured) 13JJ0 03 SI £)9JBS [00YIS 10§ IIYUID) Y} JO SUOIOUNJ Y} JO U °J

22



VIRGINIA CENTER FOR SCHOOL SAFETY TRAINING NEEDS SURVEY (Cont.)

HTAO IOVd NAINL ASVATd

:01do3 dsuodsax yuaprour [BINLID 19Y)0 Aue J1dadg

(*939 ‘3uypesunod ‘uyariq-ap “3+3) sHuUIPIIUI [BIPLID J3jJe dn-Mo[jog *0¢

(yuouwrddI0§ud mey yudunpiedap auy ‘LNF) Wwed) asuodsaa Ayrunmuwiod Jo S0y 67

UdD/Pre 1S.11J/SI0UIZIIWI [edIpaul 0) Sutpuodsay °gz

syeaay) quoq surseury °Lz

(syuaprour
[EUTWLID ‘SHONIPUOD SNOPILZEY ‘SI)SESIP [€INJBU) SPUIPIIUI [BINLID 0) Surpuodsdy °97

SHASST ASNOdSHYE INAAIONI TVIILIYD

:31doy Kyoyes [euosaad aayjo Aue £j10adg

suonen)Is ysLi-je 3urpioae pue SuIJHudpy s

(*339 ‘suonjenyis AEJOA PIOAR 0} JUIWATEULBUI
woousse[d ‘sanbruydd) yurenysas [earsAyd sgeridordde) uonezimmdia jyeys Surdnpay ‘pz

sraquw Ajrure)/syudaed daisnqe/Aidue gim SutnAIU] €T

AAVIS 304 ONINIVIL ALAAVS TVNOSYAd

:01doy jeuonnnsu0d pue [€33] J9Yyj0 Aue AJ1yadg

saanpadoad pue sassadodd 1Inod dpIudANL 7T

safrudAn( jo syqsua €397 1T

(*933 ‘sansst A[IqeI] ‘SIYIIBIS ‘FUIMIIAIINUI )SALIE) SIANPI0Ad 29 MEB[ AINZIIS % YIS (T

(suonen3ax £)o5es [00Y2s 3°3) SaINJE)S [LIIPIJ PUE IJE)S JUILIND) 6]

3210J Jo 3s) ‘8]

SANSSI TVNOILNLILSNOD ANV TVOA'T

:31doy Sunaodaa swLid Jay30 Aue LJradg

UOIJII[0I B)BP IIUI[OIA PUR JWLID [00Yds dAoxdunt 0) A3o[ouydd) Suis) L]

J01A8ydq [eutmLd unaodal pue 3ulkJnuapi J10j saanpadoad pue BLILL) ‘9]

HWIYD ONILYOdHY

mfdjay
mmw 1N

mydiay
124 pop;

mfdpay
IDYMauIog

mfdpay
ey

mfdjay
Ajowiaapxsy

&91do} s1y) uo Suruied) A1 0) 3q ) pinom [nydjdy Moy

_
_
_
_

ordoy Suruindj

23



VIRGINIA CENTER FOR SCHOOL SAFETY TRAINING NEEDS SURVEY (Cont.)

“Ajafvs j00Ydg 10f 121u3) Y4 Yy SurpavSas spuauwod 40 suonsanb yym 99s9-1/ € (p08) 10 uvMoOg vuuo( Iy
“Ada4ns spyy Supav3au spuawnod 10 suonsanb Auv ynm ¢pp9-98/ ($08) IV 123u37) Yo4vasay ay} JIv)

iSuey ] “I9)Ud)) YOIBISIY Y} 0) sA3AIns pajdjduiod [je paemioy [im [edurid
anoX ‘rednurid ano£ 03 adojaAud pafeas o) wanyal pue ddoppAaud S ([ € Ul A9AIns pajd[durod anoA [8as Ised|q

4SSAIppe )djeg [00YdS 10]
19)Ud)) IY) I3S 0} NI NOA P[NOM SINSSI JIY}0 JBYM ‘[[RIIAQ

03 9YI] P[NoM noA jey) $IaN0sax pajurid dy1dads Aue IqLIISIP Isedd ‘H

*p3ado[aAap 33s 10 A1

‘e

IO %:.:—00@ [ooyd§ °C

(4951J0 1uAWII0JUI ME] OYS) IIIF() IVINOSIY [00YdS ‘[

24v5ou 2418u

(3asuodsat auo ¥294)) °[00yds anoA e
£j9)8Ss uo pey sey IIdYJo siy) jey) Joeduwi 3y) djeu ‘sak J|

podu anisod aanisod (oun | (oup 1xou . -] H
124 A,y oujaanviou sou A 124 1xXou 03 drys) 01 dnys) 24 Quin-[[nJ © 2ARY [00OYOS anoA s0q D
aamsod saypaN mouy juoq ON

:poyjom Surured) yo 3d£) 190 Lue £Jradg

MNSPM 'L

[o0Yyds 1noXk 03 papiroad sjenueunl/s[eLIdjem pajuLly ‘9

SOPIA

Surare drdoj-pnuy/Aep-nnpN

[00Yds anok woay Aesme SUONEIO] je sJururel) Aep-jjey 1o [[ng

'S
14
sunaaw Jye)s ye suonejudsaad yioys ¢
T
‘T

s3uneaw [ooyds-ul Je sguruie) Aep-jjey 10 [[nj

*SS3JE 10 PUI)E 0) A[PYI| JSOW Iq P[NOA NOA

jey) Surure.) Jo SpoydW 3}IY) 3Y) 03 JXU _ X,, Ue YIew
ased|d 4y311 o) 0) umNjod 3Y) uy ‘Sururesy apraoad
WS1W J3)U3)) IY) JeY) SABM JUIIIJIP I8 AIIY L, A)djes
[00Y2s 03 pajepaa sd1doy uo Sururesy 13jJo 0) A)dyes
[00Y3S 10J J3)JUI)) Y} SIZLIOYINE IPO)) BIUISIIA YL

24



APPENDIX D

TABLE OF RESPONSES: PERCEIVED HELPFULNESS OF FUTURE TRAINING,
BY INDIVIDUAL SAFETY-RELATED ToPIC

Data below were provided in response to this survey item:

“One of the functions of the Virginia Center for School Safety is to offer training.
Please rate how helpful it would be for you to receive training on the following topics.”

% % % % %
Topic Extremely Very  Somewhat NotVery Notatall Avg.
Helpful Helpful Helpful Helpful Helpful Rating

(scale=1) (scale=2) (scale=3) (scale=4) (scale=5)

CRIME PREVENTION 30% 32% 27% 9% 3% 28
Law-related education 29% 32% 32% 5% 2% 2.2
Identifying students at-risk for violent behavior 38% 39% 19% 3% 1% 1.9
Methods for diffusing disruptive & assaultive students 41% 37% 18% 3% 1% 1.9
Identifying weapons vs. weapon look-alikes & non-weapons 22% 29% 34% 13% 2% 24
Identifying drugs 28% 33% 27% 10% 2% 2.3
Recognizing signs & symptoms of drug use 37% 37% 20% 5% 1% 2.0
Identifying gang characteristics & gang activities 28% 32% 29% 9% 2% 2.3
Improving safety by modifying school facility design 20% 25% 31% 18% 6% 2.6
Using technology to improve school safety & security 24% 25% 29% 16% 6% 2.5

STUDENT-FOCUSED TRAINING 33% 37% 24% 5% 2% 2.1
Recognizing & dealing with bullying 33% 37% 24% 4% 2% 2.0
Recognizing & dealing with sexual harassment 29% 39% 26% 4% 1% 2.1
Reducing truancy & dropout rates 39% 33% 20% 6% 2% 2.0
Mentoring 28% 37% 27% 6% 1% 2.2
Identifying students in need of special services or assistance 40% 39% 17% 3% 1% 1.9
Methods of peer mediation/conflict mediation 26% 37% 28% % 2% 2.2

CRIME REPORTING 20% 33% 33% 11% 3% 2.4
Criteria & procedures for identifying &

reporting criminal behavior 23% 39% 30% 6% 2% 2.3
Using technology to improve school crime &
violence data collection 16% 28% 37% 16% 4% 2.6

LEGAL & CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES 29% 36% 27% 6% 2% 2.2
Use of force 29% 33% 30% % 2% 2.2
Current state & federal statutes regarding

school safety regulations 30% 37% 26% 5% 1% 2.1
Search & seizure law and procedures 31% 36% 25% 6% 2% 2.1
Legal rights of juveniles 32% 39% 24% 4% 1% 2.0
Juvenile court processes & procedures 25% 34% 30% 9% 2% 2.3

PERSONAL SAFETY TRAINING FOR STAFF 36% 39% 21% 4% 1% 2.0
Intervening with angry/abusive families 37% 38% 21% 3% 1% 1.9
Reducing staff victimization 35% 37% 22% 4% 2% 2.0
Identifying & avoiding at-risk situations 35% 41% 20% 3% 1% 2.0

CRITICAL INCIDENT RESPONSE 24% 36% 30% 8% 2% 2.3
Responding to critical incidents 24% 37% 30% % 2% 2.3
Managing bomb threats 24% 34% 31% 9% 2% 2.3
Responding to medical emergencies, first aid, CPR 35% 39% 22% 3% 1% 2.0
Roles of community response teams 17% 33% 36% 11% 2% 2.5
Follow-up after critical incidents 20% 36% 33% 9% 2% 24

NOTE: Percentages and average ratings are based on valid responses. Missing responses by topic ranged from 1% to 4% of total respondents.
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